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In this response, claim 36 has been amended, and new independent claims 84 and 85 
have been added. T^^, independent claims 1, 63. 80. 83. 84. and 85 (and dependent clatms 2- 
62. 64-79. 81. and 82) are now pending in this application. The Office Action issued by the 
Examiner has been carefully considered. 

Claims 1-83 have been rejected ™der the judicially created doctri»e of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-41 of U.S. Patent No. 6.735,630 
(Gelvin et al.). 

The Examiner has stated that it would be obviously inferred from the scope of claim 1 in 
Gelvin et al. that the client computer remotely controls the node. However, Applicant beUeves 
that a proper obviousness-type double patenting rejection here requires at least some reference to 
a prior art document in support of the Examiner's position. 

Claims 1-83 have been provisiona»y rejected under the judicially created doctrine 
of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-51 of co-pending 
Application No. 09/684,742. 

The Examiner has Stated that the instant application (no. 09/684,706) "recites further 
limitations that the node resource information includes node resource cost and message priority." 
The Examiner has asserted that it is "well known that the node resource information disclosed in 
the '742 application can be broadly construed to include 'node resource cost and message 
priority' and therefore would inherently include these limitations in these claims." However. 
Applicant believes that a proper obviousness-type double patenting rejection here requires a 
reference to a prior art document to support the Examiner's assertion that the disclosed node 
resource information is well known in this manner. 

Claim 36 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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Claim 36 has been amended above to remove the antecedent reference indicated by the 
word '^e". amendment merely corrects a prior typographical error and is not mtended to 
be a narrowing amendment, 

Clain.3 1^3. 1M2. 14, 16, 18, 21, 28-29. 32, 33, 36, 42^, 46-47, 50-53, 56-61. and 80- 
83 have been rejected under 35 U^.C 102(e) as being ai.ticipated by Clare et al. (USPN 

6,414,955) (hereinafter Clare). , ^• 

An anticipationrejection requires that every element of aclaimbe identically disclosed m 

a single reference. Applicant's independent claim 1 recites "data processing is distributed 
through the sensor network in response to the node information." With reference to this 
recitation, the Examiner has cited Clare at col. 18, lines 35-64, which discusses the architecture 
for an individual node. 

More specifically, Clare here describes that local enviiomnental conditions are sensed by 
a sensor and that the data fiom the sensors is stored for processing in a buffer memory (see FIG. 
1 5 of Clare). Clare also teaches that a DSP 18 analyzes the stored data and microprocessor 20 
makes decisions based upon infoimation from the DSP 1 8, and that microprocessor 20 can 
perform additional analysis of the data. However, the Examiner has not demonstrated how the 
foregoing analysis teaches or even suggests that data processing is distributed . 

The section cited by the Examiner above merely describes that the microprocessor 20 can 
be programmed to control and schedule communications vrith other nodes, but the Exammer has 
not shown how controlling or scheduling communications teaches or suggests that data 
processing is distributed through the sensor network. This controlling or scheduling as described 
in this cited section does not even mention the data sensed by the sensor. 

Further, Applicant's claim 1 recites that the data processing is distributed in response to 
node information. With reference to the first recitation in claim 1 of node information, the 
Examiner has cited Clare at col. 15. lines 10-24 and 43-56. Here, Clare describes the learning 
and set-up of a network in which an inviting node invites a new node to join the network. The 
Examiner has not presented any argument as to how any data processing on an individual node 
as discussed at col. 15 of Clare acts i n response to any set-up information associated with new 
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nodes *e netwo* in «3pon. .o —on Ex»„U- 

.0.. an of uodc Wonn^on). Mor~vcr. Ex.^ no. p^n«d any a^- 

as tt, how any di,riMon of 6^ processing migh, occur in response » such node nrformahon. 
Accordingly. AppUcan, helievcs 0^ this andcipation rejecUon of clain, 1 should be v^drav^ 
for at least the above reasons. 

Tltc Examiner has stated that Applicant's independent claims 80 and 83 have been 
rejected "for similar reasons as stated above." 

Applicant's independent claim 80 recites "v^erein the .t 1..^ nn. node provides node 
^nfonnation mcluding node resoxm.e cost and message priority to the plnrality of network 
elements ^•^ ^r.... .t leas t on. parame ter of a rrreived from the at least on e 

enviromnent" . Applicant submits that the Examiner has failed to present a proper pnma facie 
case of anticipation in that the foregoing words aic not found in this identical manner in any 
other of Applicant's pending claims. Thus, the basis that the Examiner is using for making this 
«>jection of claim 80 is not cleariy presented, if any basis is even presented at all given the 
foregoing situation. As this is an anticipation rejection, any obviousness arguments that may be 
relied upon by the Exammer would be considered improper here (and such arguments would stiU 
nonetheless need to be clearly stated in an obviousness rejection). 

AppUcant's independent claim 83 recites "collecting data from the enviromnent" and 
"distributing processing of the collected data among the plurality of network elements in 
response to the node information." As was discussed above with respect to Applicant's 
independent claim 1, Applicant does not believe that the Examiner has made a prima facie case 
of anticipation in that no argmnents have been presented to show distributing processing in 
response to node information, as taught in a single prior art reference. 

Claims 30, 45 and 55 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Clare in view of Official Notice. 

Claims 30, 45, and 55 aU depend, directly or indirectly, fiom Applicant's independent 
claim 1 and are believed allowable for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 
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1 Applicant notes that the Examiner has taken several Official Notices in making this rejection 
Ap"serves the later right to challenge these takings of OfScial Notice, but AppUcant 
believes such challenge is moot at this time in light of the foregoing argument. 

Clain,s 4-10, 13, 17, 19, 25, 38-41, 48-49, and 62-79 have been rejected onder 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Clare in view of Myer et aL (USPN 6,615,088) 
(hereinafter Myer)- 

Applicant's independent claim 63 recites "the at least one node is ExaSMable via 
internetworking among the plurality of network elements." The Examiner has stated that clann 
63 recites limitations pi^iously discussed and "further discussed in view of the other art below. 
However, the word "programmable" is not present in any other of Applicant's pending claims. 
A proper prima fecie case of obviousness for claim 63 would at a minimum require that the 
Examiner show the applicability of the Examiner's other arguments to this tenn. 

Applicant's de pendent claim 17 recites that "a plurality of levels of synchronization are 
supported among different subsets of the plurality of network elements". The Examiner has 
stated Clare does not disclose the foregoing. 

The Examiner cites Myer as shovring polling of appliances in order to obtain the status of 
the device (col. 3. lines 15-22). However, this cited section does not at all teach or even suggest 
a plurality of levels of synchronization among different subsets. To supplement the absent 
teachings of Myer. the Examiner has made an assertion of an allegedly well known rationale 
regarding polling periods. However, as is Applicant's right under the MPEP. Applicant 
respectfully requests that the Examiner provide a ritation to a prior art document in support of 
this assertion in order to make a proper prima facie case of obviousness of claim 17. 

AppUcant's dependent claim 19 recites that "data is transferred using message packets, 
wherein the message packets are aggregated into compact forms in llie at least one node using 
message aggregation protocols, wherein the message aggregation protocols are adaptive to at 
least one feature selected from a group consisting of data type, node density, message priority. 
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opting <ia,a proc«scd in a pl^ty of no<i« for tother proc=^..g by ote «ode.. 

Exanuncr has ftxd-er ohed My.r a. dUclosing poBing of *vi«s » mo,^or the 
a^e. ^ 11. Exanuner ha, sMed that i. be obviom U, — 4e Icadung of 

^Jra«»facm«.d^c=»n„Su.a«on.a«.wo,.as.uppo«.db.^^^H^^^ 
J Exa^in. has no. made an, ar«»ncn, as » how r=U«s 1o da. »ansfer usn,g message 
packets, wherein the message packets are aggregated. 

The Exanuner has already stated that Clare does not disclose aggregating data. Myer is a 
system for device interface configuration (col. 1, lines 26-30), as cited by the Exami^- 
other section of Myer (col. 3, lines 15-25) cited by the Examiner discusses polling of devices, as 
just mentioned above. The Examiner has not presented any argument as to how the pollmg of 
devices and device interface configuration described by Myer teach or suggest that message 
packets are aggregated. Tl^erefore. this rejection of claim 19 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 4-10, 13. 25, 38-41, 48-49. 62, and 64-79 all depend, direcUy or indirectly, from 
AppUcant's independent claims 1 and 63 and are believed allowable for at least the reasons 
discussed above >Mth respect to these claims. Applicant notes that the Examiner has taken 
Official Notice in making this rejection. Applicant reserves the later right to challenge this 
taking of Official Notice, but AppUcant believes such challenge is moot at this time m hght of 
the foregoing argument. 

Claims 15 a»d 54 have been rejected under 35 IJ.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Clare in view of Davis et al. (USPN 5,742,829) (hereinafter Davis). 

Claims 15 and 54 depend, directly or indirectly, from Applicant's independent claim 1 
and are beUeved allowable for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 . 

Claims 19, 20, and 31 have been rejected under 35 tJ.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Clare in view of Makansi et al. (US 2002/0154631) (hereinafter 
Makansi). 
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Claims 19 20 31 all depend, directly or indirectly, from Applicant's independent 

.^.ri^ed— 

1. 

A. ^ .bo«, App«can,'a d=P»d». claim 19 r=d«s "da-a « «=^««. 

us^ message pack«. therein U» mS ^ ^^K^ ^T . aB^I^^I 

leTc. node «in. message aggrega«on p»Ws. whe»n a^^M ^ ^ ^ ^-'"" "" """"^^ 
^^.daEfc to a. leas, one fta«re seleeted ftom a groop consirfng of data We. node density 
message priority, and avaUable energy." Applicant here repeats the arg«n,ents made above ».th 

respect to claim \9. 

The Examiner has in this rejection now introduced Makansi as teaching decoy packets. 
However. AppUcant's claim 19 does not recite the word "decoy ". TTierefore. Applicant does not 
believe that Makansi provides the support necessary for the Examiner to make a pnma facae case 
of obviousness. Accordingly, this rejection of claim 19 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 9, 22-24, 27 and 37 h.ve been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Clare in view of Humpleman et al. (USPN 6,546,4X9) (hereinafter 
Humpleman). 

Claims 9, 22-24, 27 and 37 all depend, directly or indirectly, ftom Applicant's 
independent claim 1 and arc believed allowable for at least the reasons discussed above with 
respect to claim 1. 

It is noted that those of Applicant's other dependent claims not specifically 
discussed above depend, directly or indirectly, ffom independent claims 1, 63, 80 and 83 
and are believed to be aUowable for at least the reasons discussed above with respect to 
these independent claims. 

AppUcant has added new independent claims 84 and 85. 

Applicant's new independent claim 84 recites 'Svherein a plnrMiTY of levels of 
.vncbronization are supported among different subsets of the plurality of network elements". 
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Claim 84 fa beUeved allowable for stailar «ason. a. discussed above «i4 respect to AppUc««'s 
depe.de« claim 17. wUch recites a plurality of levels of synctaontotion. 

AppUcanfs new independent claim 85 recites •therein d.., i, tfflP^f^ rrej u^ iBMS^ 
^ lerein a>e n-essage packets ^ ag^egated into compact form, in the at least one node 
^message .gg«g.Uon protocols, ^ herein the message ag^ga«on pro^ocoU « 
J^ve «, at leas, one feature selected ftom a group consUting of data type, node de„s..y, 
message prioHty. and avaO*le energy". Clain. 85 is beUeved allowable for sinuta « 
^sct^^ed above with respect to Applicant's dep«..ent claim 19, which recttes data tra^fer 
using message packets. 

I„ view of the above. AppUcant respectfully requests the reconsideration of this 
application and the allowance of all pending claims. I. is respectfully submitted that *e 
Examiner's .ejections have been successfbUy tr.v«sed and that the applicaUon is now order 
fbr aUowance. AppU^mt believes that the Examiner's other arguments not discussed above axe 
moo. in Ught of tt.e above argmneots. but reserves the later right to address «>ese arg«m«>ts. 
Accordingly, reconsideration of a-e appUcaUon and aUow»tce thereofis courteously sohcted. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date: June 9, 2006 
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